dence strongly suggest that situational factors are likely to play a role as well (Ames and Archer 1988; Dweck and Leggett 1988) . In support of these arguments, Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar (1994) show that the valence of supervisory feedback to salespeople affects their goal orientations. More generally, this finding suggests that supervisors can and do shape their salespeople's goal orientations.
The present article builds on the work of Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar (1994) in two respects. First, we examine the role of supervisors in influencing the learning and performance orientations of salespeople. The focus on first-line supervisors is in line with recent thinking that managers as "designers, teachers, and stewards" play a crucial role in inspiring learning (e.g., Senge 1990 ). Some supervisors are end-results oriented: They tend to concern themselves with the end results produced by salespeople. Others are more focused on salespeople's activities that lead to end results, whereas yet others emphasize capabilities that also can lead to end results. When supervisors focus on end results, they set end-results goals, monitor their attainment, and provide feedback to salespeople on the results attained by them. That is, goal setting, monitoring, and feedback on end results represent a gestalt, an endresults orientation. (For examples of the gestalt approach in controls literature, see Jaworski, Stathakopoulos, and Krishnan 1993; Oliver and Anderson 1994; Ramaswami 1996.) Activity and capability orientation similarly entail goal setting, monitoring, and feedback on activities and capabilities, respectively. Accordingly, our first objective is to examine the effects of these three different supervisory orientations (i.e., end-results, activity, and capability) on salespeople's learning and performance orientation and investigate whether supervisory orientations that engender a learning orientation also build a performance orientation or tend to undermine it. Second, to enhance the richness, range, and usefulness of the study, we examine whether the effects of the three supervisory orientations vary depending on the focal salesperson. Path-goal theory contends that a supervisor's effect on an employee depends on the characteristics of the employee (House and Dessler 1974) . Consistent with this reasoning, evidence suggests that more experienced salespeople might be less responsive to supervisory intervention than relatively inexperienced salespeople (Kohli 1989) . Therefore, it is useful to investigate the moderating effects of experience, because the findings have clear implications for whether inexperienced salespeople should be supervised differently than experienced salespeople. In the following sections, we discuss the typology of supervisory orientations, the arguments in support of our hypotheses, and the study design and its findings and then conclude with a discussion of the study's theoretical and practical implications.
TYPOLOGY OF SUPERVISORY ORIENTATIONS
Our threefold typology of supervisory orientations is rooted in sales control systems literature (cf. Anderson and Oliver 1987; Challagalla and Shervani 1996; Jaworski 1988). Each orientation-end-results, activity, and capability-mirrors the emphasis of a supervisor's behavior. Therefore, an end-results-oriented supervisor emphasizes achievement of end-results, an activity-oriented manager focuses on performance of routine activities, and a capability-oriented supervisor tends to do things that enhance salespeople's skills and abilities. The three supervisory orientations are not mutually exclusive. They represent three distinct dimensions of supervisory behavior, and a supervisor might favor one particular orientation, some combination of two, or all three orientations simultaneously. Furthermore, it is possible for supervisors to adjust their orientation across salespeople and situations. Each of the three orientations is discussed subsequently in greater detail.
End-results orientation. Supervisors with an end-results orientation focus their attention on establishing end-results goals, such as targeting sales and market share, tracking their attainment, and providing feedback regarding end results. Their entire focus-goal setting, monitoring, and feedbackis on end results. When supervisors emphasize the importance of end results, they leave it up to salespeople to determine the sales strategies and level of effort needed to achieve those results (Oliver and Anderson 1994) . Such supervision provides little information to salespeople about why the desired end results were or were not achieved. Supervisory end-results orientation is rooted in the concept of output or outcome control (cf. Anderson and Oliver 1987; Jaworski 1988) . Activity orientation. Supervisors with an activity orientation focus on the routine and mechanical activities a salesperson is expected to perform. Examples of such activities include filling out call reports periodically, making a certain number of calls during a week, spending a certain amount of time with customers, maintaining correspondence levels, adhering to budgets, and so on. Activity-oriented supervisors specify the activities they expect their salespeople to perform, monitor to see if they are performing those activities, and inform them of how they are meeting expectations on this dimension (cf. Merchant 1985) .
Although the concept of activity orientation is rooted in the notion of behavioral control, which is discussed in sales literature, we draw a clear distinction between two aspects of behavior-routine activities and the quality of those activities (the latter is discussed in the subsequent paragraph). This distinction is responsive to the concerns of several researchers who suggest that treating behavioral control as a single construct might be overly restrictive (Child 1984; Merchant 1985 Capability orientation. Capability-oriented supervisors focus on the development of salespeople's skills that enhance the quality of their behaviors, such as sales presentations. A supervisor with a capability orientation is more of a coach and is focused on enhancing salespeople's skills and abilities (e.g., negotiation skills, closing skills). Capability-oriented supervision involves specifying to salespeople what it takes to perform sales tasks effectively, monitoring progress, and providing them with appropriate feedback regarding their capabilities. For reasons that are elaborated subsequently, we expect the effects of a capability orientation on salespeople to differ from those of activity orientation.
HYPOTHESES
First, we discuss the hypothesized effects of the three supervisory orientations on salespeople's learning orientation and certain moderating effects of the salesperson's level of experience on these relationships. Second, we discuss the expected effects of the three supervisory orientations on salespeople's performance orientation and the moderating effects of experience on these relationships. Third, we discuss the expected effects of learning and performance orientation on the performance of salespeople. Figure 1 Although a supervisory activity orientation is expected to lower the learning orientation of all salespeople, its effect on more experienced salespeople is expected to be much more marked. Supervisory attempts to influence routine activities might be more irksome to experienced salespeople, as they are more set in their routines and less responsive to supervisory attempts to influence their day-to-day behavior (Johnston et al. 1990). Experienced salespeople also are likely to perceive activity-oriented supervisors as being "hung up" on relatively mundane activities, such as filling call reports, rather than the "real stuff' of selling and sales, which thereby reduces their motivation to learn and excel at their jobs. Furthermore, because experienced salespeople possess well-developed scripts for various selling situations (Leigh and McGraw 1989), they are prone to find supervisory intervention bothersome, which thereby diminishes their motivation to learn. Conversely, inexperienced salespeople value structure and are more receptive to direction from supervisors (Kohli 1989 ). In addition, because inexperienced salespeople do not possess well-developed scripts for dealing with various selling situations, they are likely to be less resentful of supervisory attempts to influence day-to-day activities. These arguments collectively suggest the following: Salespeople with a performance orientation are focused on performing well as a means to obtaining rewards and/or recognition from others. They frequently compare their performance with supervisory expectations and the performance of their peers. Their desire for recognition from others is expected to encourage them to exert greater effort on their jobs which thus leads to higher performance. Empirical evidence reported by Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar (1994) supports this argument. Furthermore, performance-oriented salespeople even might select their tasks purposively, so as to maximize their likely success level. This suggests that we will find a positive relationship between a performance orientation and performance. The prior discussion suggests the following hypotheses: H7: Learning orientation is related positively to salespeople's performance. H8: Performance orientation is related positively to salespeople's performance.
METHOD Sample Selection and Data Collection
Because the primary thrust of the study is how salespeople's perceptions of supervisory orientation shape their own goal orientations, salespeople were deemed as the appropriate sample. Data for the study were obtained from salespeople working for two Fortune 500 companies operating in industrial markets. Prior to the mailing of the questionnaires, a senior sales executive in each sales force sent the salespeople a brief note that informed them of the organization's participation in the study and requested their cooperation. We mailed surveys to 302 salespeople in the participating companies. The respondents were asked to mail the surveys directly back to us. Two weeks after the first mailing, a reminder letter was sent to all salespeople. Another two weeks later, a second reminder and questionnaire were sent to all salespeople who had not responded. These efforts yielded 270 responses, for a final usable response rate of 89%.
Measure Development, Pretesting, and Item Purification
Pretesting was performed in four sequential stages. A draft of the questionnaire was provided initially to four salespeople with two or more years of industrial sales experience. The respondents filled out the questionnaire in the presence of one of the researchers and were asked to identify ambiguous scale items. The questions in the survey were distributed randomly in certain groups of variables to minimize yea-saying and feelings of repetitive questions. In the second pretest, feedback was obtained from nine academic experts in this area. All constructs were clearly identified so that the academic experts could evaluate scale items and the order of questions critically. The third stage involved administering the survey to three salespeople and obtaining input from four senior sales executives in the organizations in which the survey was to be administered. On the basis of the inputs received, several items were eliminated, others modified, and some completely new items added. A fourth and final pretest was conducted by mailing a draft of the questionnaire to 32 industrial salespeople of a national firm. The respondents also were asked to point out any scale items they found confusing, irrelevant, and/or repetitive. Few concerns were reported by the respondents, and therefore the questionnaire was ready for final administration.
Measures
All scales used a five-point scoring format ranging from "Strongly Disagree" to "Strongly Agree," unless otherwise mentioned. The scales are presented in the Appendix. The reliabilities of all scales are presented in Table 1 . The coefficient alphas of all but one construct exceed the .70 level recommended by Nunnally (1978) . Performance orientation has a coefficient alpha of .68, but its internal consistency reliability (i.e., composite reliability) is .72.
Supervisory orientations. To measure salespeople's per-
ceptions of supervisory end-results, activity, and capability orientation, items were adapted from Jaworski, Stathakopoulos, and Krishnan's (1993) study. Each supervisory orientation was operationalized as a gestalt of goal setting, monitoring and evaluation, and provision of feedback. Because Jaworski, Stathakopoulos, and Krishnan (1993) did not distinguish between activity and capability orientation, new items were developed for that purpose. Four items were used to measure end-results orientation, five items were used to measure activity orientation, and five items were used to measure capability orientation.
Salespeople's goal orientations. Learning orientation was measured using six items, and performance orientation was measured using five items drawn from Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar's (1994) study.
Experience. A single item, measuring the number of years and months of selling experience with the organization, was used to assess a salesperson's job experience.
Performance. The performance scale consists of six items drawn from Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar's (1994) study that assess salespeople's accomplishments on various aspects, such as generating sales, selling high profit-margin products, and selling new products. The performance items were scored on a five-point scale ranging from "Much Worse" to "Much Better," relative to peers.
Measurement Models
To assess whether the three supervisory orientation constructs were distinct, we performed an exploratory factor analysis on all items of the three scales. Strong evidence for operationalizing each supervisory orientation as a gestalt of goal setting, monitoring, and feedback was obtained. The results suggest a clean three-factor solution that corresponds to end-results, activity, and capability orientations. These results suggest that, though the three orientations are distinct, goal setting, monitoring, and feedback tend to "hang together" and can be studied as a single "orientation" construct.
Next, we followed the two-step procedure recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and separately estimated and respecified the measurement model prior to simultaneous estimation of measurement and structural models. LIS-REL 8 (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993) was used to estimate the measurement model. The sample size, after listwise deletion of missing values, was 239. The sample covariance was used as input. Table 2 Table 2 ). In terms of absolute fit In addition, we compared the fit of the respecified sixfactor model to that of a series of alternative models with fewer factors. In each of these alternative models, we collapsed a pair of factors most similar to each other into a single factor (see Table 2 ). We compared the fit of the sixfactor model (Model 1) against a series of five-factor models in which no distinctions were made between (1) activity orientation and capability orientation (Model 2), (2) end-results orientation and performance orientation (Model 3), (3) capability orientation and learning orientation (Model 4), and (4) performance orientation and performance (Model 5). The X2 difference between the proposed six-factor model (X2 = 393.9, p < .01) and the best fitting five-factor model (X2 = 531.9, p < .01) is significant (X2 = 138.0, p < .01), which suggests that the six-factor model fits the data much better than the five-factor models. Furthermore, on all other indices (e.g., CFI, GFI, RMSEA, and p-close fit), the sixfactor model has a superior fit.
Unidimensionality, Composite Reliability, and Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Gerbing and Anderson (1988) recommend examining the scales of a study for unidimensionality, composite reliability, and convergent and discriminant validity. An exploratory factor analysis initially was performed on scale items, taken one scale at a time, to see if the items for a construct share a single underlying factor (i.e., are unidimensional). In every case, only one factor was extracted using an eigen value of 1.0 as the cut-off point. Next, for each scale, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed to assess whether a one-factor model adequately accounts for the covariances among the subset of items for each construct. In every case, a single-factor measurement model had an acceptable fit (i.e., GFI > .90, CFI > .90), which implies that the measures are unidimensional. As an additional indicator of unidimensionality, we assessed the magnitudes of the residuals and modification indices of the six-factor model (cf. Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar 1994). The vast majority of modification indices were below 3.84. This was considered reasonable, especially considering the large number of items in the measurement models. Finally, when unidimensionality is lacking, the fit of the resulting measurement model is poor. As is indicated in the previous section, the fit of the proposed six-factor measurement model is good.
The composite reliability of each scale exceeds the .70 threshold for acceptable reliability, which suggests that the measures are internally consistent. Convergent validity is indicated when the path coefficients from latent constructs to their corresponding manifest indicators are statistically significant (i.e., t > 2.0). All items load significantly on their corresponding latent construct with the lowest t-value being 7.6 (p < .01), which thereby provides evidence of convergent validity (see the Appendix for t-values). Discriminant validity is obtained because all pairwise latent-trait correlations of the constructs are significantly different from one (Dillon and Goldstein 1984; Singh and Rhoads 1991). In addition, discriminant validity is obtained for all pairs of measures when we use the more stringent procedure suggested by Forell and Larcker (1981).
RESULTS

Following Anderson and Gerbing (1988)
, all indicators in the respecified measurement model were used in the simultaneous estimation of the measurement and structural submodels. The structural model is shown in Figure 1 . In estimating the structural model, the two latent goal orientations were allowed to covary because both reflect a person's interest in his or her work (cf. Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar 1994). The model's overidentifying restrictions were tested by specifying paths from the antecedent constructs to performance. None of the paths was significant. Table 3 reports the model fit and estimated structural paths. The GFI, CFI, and RMSEA are .88, .94, and .052, respectively. The p-close fit is .31. Taken collectively, these indices suggest a good model fit, even though the chi-square index is significant (X2 = 397.9; p < .01).
Main Effects Structural Paths
Supervisory orientations and learning and performance orientations. The findings support Hla and H3 as salespeople's learning orientation is related positively to supervisory end-results (y= .28, p < .01) and capability orientations (y= .25, p < .05). H2a is not supported, as activity orientation is unrelated to learning orientation. The results support H4 and H5a, as performance orientation is related positively to supervisory end-results (y= .17, p < .05) and activity orientations (y= .33, p < .01). However, H6a is not supported, as capability orientation is unrelated to performance orientation. Collectively, the three supervisory orientations explain 21% of the variance in learning orientation and 25% of the variance in performance orientation. It is interesting to note that a supervisory activity orientation has an effect only on salespeople's performance orientation, whereas a capability orientation has an effect only on salespeople's learning orientation. This finding lends strong support for disaggregating supervisory behaviors to distinguish between those that focus on activities and those that focus on capabilities.
Goal orientations and performance. In support of Hs8 a performance orientation is related positively to the performance of salespeople (3 = .25, p < .01). However, H7 is not supported, as learning orientation is unrelated to performance. The two goal orientations explain 6% of the variation in performance.
Moderating Effects of Experience
We split the sample to form two subgroups that represent low and high levels of experience. The means for the lowand high-experience subgroups are 5.4 and 22.3 years, respectively. To assess the moderating effect of experience, we allow only the hypothesized structural paths to vary across the low-and high-experience subgroups (Mho) and compare the fit of this model with one in which we constrained the structural paths to be equal across the two subgroups (Mequal). The X2 difference between the Mho (X2 = 875.57, p < .01) and Mequal (x2 = 899.68, p < .01) models is significant (X2 = 24.11, p < .01), which suggests that the structural paths for the low-and high-experience groups are unequal.
Moderating effect on learning orientation. To assess whether experience moderates the relationship between supervisory orientations and learning orientation, we "freed" each hypothesized path individually and evaluated the improvement in fit relative to the Mequal model. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4 . Hlb receives directional support only, as an end-results orientation is related positively to learning orientation for more experienced salespeople (y = .34, p < .01) but is unrelated to learning orientation for less experienced salespeople (y = .14). H2b is supported because the X2 difference between the Mho(activity) (X2 = 893.78, p < .01) and Mequal (X2 = 899.68, p < .01) models is significant (X2 = 5.82, p < .01). As was expected, supervisory activity orientation is associated with lower learning orientation for more experienced salespeople (y= -.24, p < .05). However, activity orientation is unrelated to learning orientation for less experienced salespeople (y = .10).
Moderating effect on performance orientation. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4 . H5b receives directional support only, as an activity orientation has a stronger influence on the performance orientation of more experienced salespeople (y = .39, p < .01) than it does on their less experienced counterparts (y = .27, p < .05). H6b is not supported, as supervisory capability orientation is unrelated to performance orientation of both more (y = .08) and less experienced (y = .02) salespeople.
DISCUSSION
The purpose of the study was to (1) identify supervisory behaviors that nurture salespeople's learning orientation, which contributes to the building of a learning organization, (2) examine the influence of these same supervisory behaviors on salespeople's performance orientation to assess whether supervisory behaviors that promote a learning orientation also enhance salespeople's performance orientation or undermine it, and (3) compare and contrast the impact of supervisory behaviors on inexperienced and experienced salespeople. The results provide valuable insights into these three questions. Building a learning orientation. Our findings indicate that two of the three supervisory orientations-end-results and capability orientation-tend to inculcate a learning orientation in salespeople. However, supervisory activity orientation has a negative influence on the learning orientation of more experienced salespeople. Taken together, these results have important implications for supervisory assignments and training. Foremost, organizations ought to match supervisory orientations to the needs of individual salespeople and those of the organization through judicious assignment of supervisors. If the business has customers and markets that change rapidly, and the goal of the organization is to foster individual learning, supervisors who emphasize end results and capabilities can help enhance the desire to learn among salespeople. Supervisors, especially those with an activity orientation, must recognize that experienced salespeople should be managed differently than inexperienced salespeople. Activity-oriented supervisors must be made aware that stressing performance of routine activities is likely to lower the learning orientation of more-experienced salespeople. This finding is consistent with prior research that suggests that during the maintenance stage (i.e., a more advanced stage) of their careers, salespeople require less guidance and direction from supervisors (cf. Cron 1984) . If the goal is to enhance the learning orientation of experienced salespeople, it is prudent to have supervisors who deemphasize performance of day-to-day activities and focus much more on end results and capabilities.
Building a performance orientation. Supervisors who focus on activities and end results appear to enhance salespeople's performance orientation. Activity orientation appears to inculcate a performance orientation in both inexperienced and experienced salespeople, which suggests that when supervisors pay attention to what salespeople do on a daily basis it sensitizes and motivates them to "look good" on their performance metrics. Likewise, an end-results orientation influences salespeople by focusing them on performing well and achieving their targeted level of end results. Supervisory capability orientation, contrary to our expectations, is unrelated to the performance orientation of salespeople. Perhaps the emphasis on skills and abilities detracts from the salesperson's focus on measuring up well on key performance criteria.
It is encouraging that, with one major exception, the three supervisory orientations do not work at cross-purposes, in that they affect learning and performance orientation in the same direction. The only exception is the effect of an activity orientation on the learning orientation of more experienced salespeople. The implication is that, in dealing with less experienced salespeople, supervisors can focus on all three desiderata without lowering a salesperson's motivation to lear or eagerness to measure up on performance criteria. However, when dealing with more experienced salespeople, supervisors should rely largely on end-results and capability orientation. If they focus on activities, supervisors are likely to increase the performance orientation of more-experienced salespeople, but at the expense of their learning orientation. In addition, it also should be noted that the relative effects on learning and performance orientation vary in magnitude.
Effects of learning and performance orientation on performance. Whereas a performance orientation positively influences salesperson performance, a learning orientation appears to be unrelated to performance. The latter result is contrary to expectations and to that obtained by Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar (1994) . It is possible that a learning orientation does not influence performance in the short term; rather, it influences long-term performance by enabling salespeople to develop skills and abilities that are beneficial over a period of time that is longer than the three-to-twelvemonth period typically used when assessing industrial salespeople's performance. In addition, it is possible that some strategies of learning-oriented salespeople even might hinder short-term performance. For example, because salespeople with a learning orientation enjoy pursuing challenging goals and tasks, they might call on accounts that are more difficult to penetrate. Spending time with such accounts might be detrimental to short-term performance but could pay off in the long run.
In addition, the linkage between learning orientation and performance might depend on factors not included in the study. For example, a learning orientation primarily captures a person's desire to learn, but says nothing about his or her ability to learn or the opportunities available for learning. Therefore, a person might have the motivation to learn but lack the ability and/or the opportunities to learn. In such instances, learning orientation is unlikely to translate into performance. Finally, it is plausible that common method variance in the study might have affected the observed relationship between learning orientation and performance. It would be useful to replicate (or disconfirm) this "nonfinding" in future studies and also explore the previously noted possible explanations for the result obtained.
Limitations and Future Research Directions
Our findings are subject to some limitations that also suggest fruitful avenues for further research. Researchers might wish to examine a more detailed conceptualization and measurement of supervisory behaviors in additional studies. Specifically, supervisory behaviors can be distinguished along three dimensions: (1) types of supervisory behaviors (end results, activities, and capabilities), (2) the degree to which supervisors employ specific elements of a control system (goal setting, monitoring, and feedback), and (3) the nature of feedback (level or process (R) denotes a reverse-coded item. *t-values are provided for assessing convergent validity. Convergent validity is obtained when the path coefficients from latent constructs to their corresponding manifest indicators are significant (i.e., t > 2.0). **This item was eliminated from the analysis because its squared multiple correlation was less than .2. ***These items were eliminated during respecification of the measurement model. Note: All items were scored on five-point Likert scales ranging from I ("Strongly Disagree") to 5 ("Strongly Agree"), with the exception of the performance scale, which was scored on a five-point scale ranging from 1 ("Much Worse") to 5 ("Much Better"), relative to peers. 
